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DETAILED ACTION 

Status of Objections and Rejections 

1 . Applicant's response filed 8/26/2009 is entered 

2. Claims 1-8, 10 and 17-21 are cancelled. Claims 22-24 are newly added claims. 
Newly added claims 22-24 fall within the scope of the elected invention. Accordingly, claims 
9, 11-16 and newly added claims 22-24 are examined on merits in the present Office action. 

3. Objections to claims 9 and 16 have been withdrawn in light of claim amendment filed 
in the paper of 8/26/2009. 

4. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be 
found in a prior Office action. 

5. Rejection of claims 9 and 11-16 under 35 U.S.C. 112, 1 st paragraph has been 
withdrawn in light of claim amendment and persuasive arguments filed in the paper of 
8/26/2009. Rejection of claim 10 under 35 U.S.C. 112, 1 st paragraph has been withdrawn in 
light of cancellation of claim 10 filed in the paper of 8/26/2009. 

6. Rejection of claim 10 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chang etal. 
(WIPO, WO 03/000898, Published January 3, 2003, Applicant's IDS), and further in view of 
Wesley et al. (The Plant Journal, 27:581-590, 2001) and Panda et al. (Developmental Cell, 
3:51 -61 , July 2002; Applicant's IDS) is withdrawn in light of cancellation of claim 1 0 filed in 
the paper of 8/26/2009. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. Claims 9 and 11-16 remain, and newly added claims 22-24 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chang et al. (WIPO, WO 03/000898, Published 
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January 3, 2003, Applicant's IDS), and further in view of Wesley et al. (The Plant Journal, 
27:581-590, 2001) and Panda et al. (Developmental Cell, 3:51-61, July 2002; Applicant's 
IDS) for the reasons of record as stated for claims 9, 1 0 (now cancelled), and 1 1 -1 6 in the 
Office action mailed 4/28/2009. 

Chang et al. teach a transgenic plant and a method of making a transgenic plant 
comprising transformation of said plant with a DNA expression cassette comprising a plant- 
expressible promoter operably linked to a ParG (poly(ADP-ribose) glycohydrolase) nucleotide 
sequence as defined in SEQ ID NO: 550 which has high sequence identity (83.9%) to instant 
SEQ ID NO: 3, and wherein said nucleotide sequence is in antisense orientation relative to 
the promoter, and transcribes to yield a ParG molecule which inhibits the expression of 
endogenous ParG expression in the transformed plant. The reference also teaches down- 
regulation of endogenous ParG gene expression in a plant, comprising transformation of said 
plant with a DNA construct comprising sense and/or antisense sequences of SEQ ID NO: 
550 to down-regulate or inhibit endogenous ParG gene expression in said plant. The 
reference teaches seeds of the transformed plant and a method of transferring said DNA 
expression cassette to a non-transgenic plant through crossing between said transgenic plant 
and a plant lacking said DNA expression cassette. The reference also teaches transgenic 
Arabidopsis or Brassica plants comprising said DNA expression cassette. The reference also 
teaches that said expression cassette further comprises a 3' end region involved in 
transcription termination and polyadenylation. The reference also teaches that said 
transgenic plants are produced by transforming plant (Arabidopsis or Brassica or tobacco) 
cells with said expression cassette (designed to produce inhibitory RNA molecule) and 
subsequent regeneration and identification of the transgenic plant with an expected 
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phenotype (e.g. disease resistance etc.). See in particular, SEQ ID NO: 550; claims 27-57, 
57-58, 63-67; page 34, lines 23-29; pages 53, 98-99, 100-108. 

Chang et al. do not teach using RNAi (double stranded inhibitory RNA) based method 
of down-regulating endogenous plant gene expression. 

Wesley et al. teach hpRNA (hairpin RNA) (same as RNAi; double stranded inhibitory 
RNA) based method of gene silencing in plants. The reference also teaches that double- 
stranded inhibitory RNA based method of silencing endogenous plant genes is highly efficient 
compared to other methods of silencing or suppressing plant gene expression. The 
reference further teaches that about 90-100% independent transgenic plants exhibit gene 
silencing using RNAi based method. The reference also teaches a method of making DNA 
constructs which produce double stranded inhibitory RNA upon expression in a plant. See in 
particular, page 581 , abstract; page 582, figure 1 ; page 585, figure 3; page 586, figure 4; 
page 587, table 1 , figure 5; page 588, figure 6; pages 588-589, materials and methods. 

Panda et al. teach ParG (poly(ADP-ribose) glycohydrolase) function by isolating 
Arabidopsis mutants disrupted in ParG expression. The mutants grew normally under light 
stress as shown by tej mutation which acted independently of light quality and quantity. The 
reference also teaches restoring wild-type function in said mutants by complementing with a 
wild-type ParG using Agrobacterium mediated plant transformation method. See in 
particular, 51, abstract; pages 53-58, figures 1-6; pages 59-60, materials and methods. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been prima facie obvious, and 
within the scope of an ordinary skill in the art to modify Chang et al. sense, antisense or 
cosuppression constructs by designing ParG RNAi (double stranded inhibitory RNA) 
construct using any method of designing RNAi construct including the one taught by Wesley 
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et al. to suppress the endogenous ParG gene expression with a reasonable expectation of 
success. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so because Wesely 
et al. assert that double-stranded inhibitory RNA based method of silencing endogenous 
plant genes is highly efficient compared to other methods of silencing or suppressing plant 
gene expression. 

Given Panda et al. clearly teach that disrupting ParG gene expression in a plant 
resulted in the ability of the plant to grow independent of light quality and light intensity as 
discussed above, it would have been obvious and within the scope of an ordinary skill in the 
art to inhibit endogenous plant ParG gene expression by transforming a plant with an RNAi 
inhibitory construct as discussed above, to produce transgenic plants exhibiting tolerance to 
light quality and light intensity with a reasonable expectation of success. This would imply 
that said transgenic plants would have also exhibited tolerance to high light stress. 

Obviously seeds would have also been produced for the purpose of propagation. 

8. Applicant's arguments and response from the examiner: 

Applicant traverses the rejection in the paper filed 8/26/2009. 

Applicant while admitting that Chang et al. provide methods of suppressing gene 
activity, however, argues that Chang et al. do not teach suppressing the gene activity using 
RNAi gene suppression technology. Applicant also alleges that Chang et al. SEQ ID NO: 
550 is not identical to instant SEQ ID NO: 3. Applicant further alleges that instant SEQ ID 
NO: 3 is 1647 nucleotides in length, whereas SEQ ID NO: 550 of Chang et al. is 2994 
nucleotides in length (response, page 9, lines 4-15). 

Applicant's arguments are fully considered but are deemed to be unpersuasive. 
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It is maintained that at the time the invention was made, it would have been prima 
facie obvious, and within the scope of an ordinary skill in the art to modify Chang et al. sense, 
antisense or cosuppression constructs by designing ParG RNAi (double stranded inhibitory 
RNA) construct using any method of designing RNAi construct that were well known in the 
art, including the one taught by Wesley et al. to suppress the endogenous ParG gene 
expression in a plant with a reasonable expectation of success. One of ordinary skill in the 
art would also have been motivated to employ double stranded RNAi based method of gene 
silencing because Wesely et al. clearly teach that double-stranded inhibitory RNA is highly 
efficient (90% to 100% efficiency) method of silencing endogenous plant genes compared to 
sense, antisense or co-suppression based methods. It is therefore, maintained that it would 
have been obvious and within the scope of an ordinary skill in the art to have been motivated 
in using a double strand RNAi based method of down-regulating the expression of an 
endogenous plant gene (e.g. ParG in the instant case) as an obvious design choice to arrive 
at the claimed invention with a reasonable expectation of success. 

In response to Applicant's argument that instant SEQ ID NO: 3 and SEQ ID NO: 550 
of Chang et al. are not identical, it is noted that instant claims are not restricted to instant 
SEQ ID NO: 3. Rather, claims are also directed to (a) any 163 consecutive nucleotides of 
instant SEQ ID NO: 3, or (b) nucleotides from positions 973 to 1 1 35 of instant SEQ ID NO: 3. 
Contrary to Applicant's allegations, Chang et al. SEQ ID NO: 550 does comprises both (a) 
and (b) as shown below in the sequence comparison: 

Qy: instant SEQ ID NO: 3; Db: Chang et al. SEQ ID NO: 550. 

Qy 1 AT TTAACTCAATTCTTCCGTACCTTCCACTTGTAATTCGTTCG 60 

Db 1 ATGGAGAATCGCGAAGATCTTAACTCAATTCTTCCGTACCTTCCACTTGTAATTCGTTCG 60 

Qy 61 TCGTCGCTGTATTGGCCGCCGCGTGTGGTGGAGGCGTTAAAGGCAATGTCTGAAGGACCA 12 0 
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61 TGGTGG _ T SIAII - - : : ;i ;i ; ;i ; ; ; ; JITAAAGGCAATGTCTGAAGGACCA 12 

121 TCTCACAGC \ AA tTTGACTCAGGAGAGGTTCTACGGCAAGCTATTTTCGATATGAGACGA 18 

121 TCTCACAGCCAAGTTGACTCAGGAGAGGTTCTACGGCAAGCTATTTTCGATATGAGACGA 18 

181 TCCTTATCTTTCTCTACTCTCGAGCCATCTGCTTCTAATGGCTACGCATTTCTCTTTGAC 24 

181 TCCTTATCTTTCTCTACTCTCGAGCCATCTGCTTCTAATGGCTACGCATTTCTCTTTGAC 24 

241 GAATTGATTGATGAGAAAGAATCAAAGAGATGGTTCGATGAGATTATCCCAGCATTGGCG 30 

241 GAATTGATTGATGAGAAAGAATCAAAGAGATGGTTCGATGAGATTATCCCAGCATTGGCG 30 

301 A II? '"'CAAAATGC TGATAATAT T 36 

301 AGCTTACTTCTACAGTTTCCATCTCTGTTAGAAGTGCATTTCCAAAATGCTGATAATATT 3 6 

3 61 GTTAGTGGAATCAAAACCGGTCTTCGTTTGTTAAATTCCCAACAAGCTGGCATTGTTTTC 42 



3 61 GTTAGTGGAATCAAAACt 



:GGTCTTCGTTTGTTAAATTCCCAACAAGCTGGCATTGTTTTC 420 



L i T AlV'6AGGAGTTGATTGGAGCTCTTCTTGCATGCTCTTTCTTTTGTTTGTTTCCGGAT t 
L CTCAGCCAGGAGTTGATTGGAGCTCTTCTTGCATGCTCTTTCTTTTGTTTGTTTCCGGAT < 
L GATAATAGAGGTGCAAAACACCTTCCAGTCATCAACTTTGATCATTTGTTTGCAAGCCTT £ 

L GATAATAGAGGTGCAAAACACCTTCCAGTCATCAACTTTGATCATTT AAGCCTT £ 

L TATATAAGTTATAGTCAAAGTCAAGAAAGCAAGATAAGATGTATTATGCATTACTTTGAA E 
3 TATATAAGTTATAGTCAAAGTCAAGAAAGCAAGATAAGATGTATTATGCATTACTTTGAA £ 
L AGGTTTTGCTCCTGCGTGCCTATTGGTATTGTTTCATTTGAACGCAAGATTACCGCTGCT ( 
5 AGGTTTTGCTCCTGCGTGCCTATTGGTATTGTTTCATTTGAACGCAAGATTACCGCTGCT < 
L CCTGATGCTGATTTCTGGAGCAAGTCTGACGTTTCTCTTTGTGCATTTAAGGTTCACTCT " 

5 CCTGATGCTGATTTCTGGAGCAAGTCTGACGTTTCTCTTT E 

L TTTGGGTTAATTGAAGATCAACCTGACAATGCTCTCGAAGTGGACTTTGCAAACAAGTAT " 

5 ATCAACCTGACAATGCTCTCGAAGTGGACTTTGCAAACAAGTAT " 

L CTCGGAGGTGGTTGGGTAAGTAGAGGGTGCGTGCAGGAAGAGATACGCTTCATGATTAAC E 
3 CTCGGAGGTGGTTCCCTAAGTAGAGGGTGCGTGCAGGAAGAGATACGCTTCATGATTAAC " 
L CCTGAATTAATCGCTGGCATGCTTTTCTTGCCTCGGATGGATGACAATGAAGCTATAGAA 'z 
5 C C T GAAT T AAT CGC T GGCAT GCTTTTCTTGCC T CGGAT GGAT GACAAT GAAGC T AT AGAA i 
L AIAGIIGGTGCGGAAAGAIIIICATGTTACACAGGGTATGCATCTTCGTTTCGGTTTGCT i 

3 atagttggtgcggaaagaiiitcatgttacacagggtatgcatcttcgtttcggtttgct ? 
l ggtgagtacattgacaaaaaggcaatggatcctttcaaaaggcgaagaaccagaattgtt ] 
5 ggtgagtacattgacaaaaaggcaatggatcctttcaaaaggcgaagaaccagaattgtt ? 

L GCAATTGATGCATTATGTACACCGAAGATGAGACACTTTAAAGATATATGTCTTTTAAGG 1 

3 GCAATTGATGCATTATGTACACCGAAGATGAGACACTTTAAAGATATATGTCTTTTAAGG 1 

L GAAATTAATAAGGCACTATGTGGCTTTTTAAATTGTAGCAAGGCTTGGGAGCACCAGAAT ] 

3 GAAATTAATAAGGCACTATGTGGCTTTTTAAATTGTAGCAAGGCTTGGGAGCACCAGAAT ] 
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1141 ATATTCATGGATGAAGGAGATAATGAAATTCAGCTTGTCCGAAACGGCAGAGATTCTGGT 1 2 0 0 

1099 ATATTCATGGAT 3AAGGAGATAATGAAATTCAGCTTGTCCGAAACGGCAGAGATTCTGGT 1158 

12 01 CTTCTGCGTACAGAAA 7TACTGCGTCACACCGAACTCCACTAAATGATGTTGAGATGAAT 12 60 

1159 CTT TG GTA AGAAA TA TG -I ACACCGAACTCCACTAAATGATGTTGAGATGAAT 1218 

1261 AGAGAAAAG IG IAA AAT C T TATCAGAGAT T T T TATGTGGAAGGAGT TGAT AACGAG 1320 

1219 AGAGAAAAGCCTGCTAACAATCTTATCAGAGATTTTTATGTGGAAGGAGTTGATAACGAG 12 7 8 

1321 GATCATGAAGATGATGGTGTCGCGACAGGGAATTGGGGATGTGGTGTTTTTGGAGGAGAC 13 8 0 

12 7 9 GATCATGAAGATGATG 3TGTCGCGACAGGGAATTGGGGATGTGGTGTTTTTGGAGGAGAC 133 8 

13 81 CCAGAGCTAAAGGCTACGATACAATGGCTTGCTGCTTCCCAGACTCGAAGACCATTTATA 144 0 
133 9 CCAGAGCTAAAGGCTACGATACAATGGCTTGCTGCTTCCCAGACTCGAAGACCATTTATA 13 98 
1441 TCATATTACACCTTTGGAGTAGAGGCACTCCGAAACCTAGATCAGGT 1487 

1399 TCATATTACACCTTTGGAGTAGAGGCACTCCGAAACCTAGATCAGCT 1445 



Additionally, it is noted that Chang et al. SEQ ID NO: 550 also encodes poly-(ADP- 
ribose)-glycohydrolase (ParG) protein. 

Furthermore, Panda et al. also teach a nucleotide sequence having 100% identity to 
instant SEQ ID NO: 3, and which encodes poly-(ADP-ribose)-glycohydrolase (ParG) protein 
which has 1 00% identity to instant SEQ ID NO: 1 . Panda et al. cite GenBank Accession No. 
AF394690 (see page 61 , last line of right column), wherein the complete nucleotide sequence 
and its encoded poly-(ADP-ribose)-glycohydrolase (ParG) protein is taught. 

Applicant further argues that Panda et al. provide no teachings of increased tolerance 
to high light stress with decreased levels of ParG expression. However, Applicant do admit 
that Panda et al. teach that Arabidopsis mutants with decreased ParG expression exhibited a 
lengthened circadian period that was entirely independent of the frequency or intensity of light 
to which mutant was exposed (response, paragraph bridging pages 9 and 10). 

Applicant's arguments are carefully considered but are deemed to be unpersuasive. 



Application/Control Number: 10/552,552 Page 9 

Art Unit: 1638 

It is maintained that Panda et al. clearly teach that Arabidopsis tej mutant having 
disrupted ParG gene function resulted in lengthened circadian period that was independent of 
the light quality and quantity . Furthermore, Panda et al. tej mutant (disrupted in ParG 
function) grew normally and set seeds under any light quality and quantity, implying that 
plants with reduced or disrupted ParG function could grow normally and set seeds under light 
stress. It may be noted that Panda et al. tej mutant which is capable of growing under high 
light intensity would imply that a plant with ParG disruptive or reduced function is capable of 
growing normally under high light stress. 

Applicant further argues that the combination of Chang et al., Wesley et al. and Panda 
et al. do not teach each and every element. Applicant continues to argue that Chang et al. 
SEQ ID NO: 550 is not identical to instant SEQ ID NO: 3. Applicant also continues to argue 
that Chang et al., Wesley et al. or Panda et al. do not teach that down-regulation of ParG 
would have resulted in increased tolerance to high light stress (response, page 10, lines 3- 
25). 

Applicant's arguments are carefully considered but are deemed to be unpersuasive. 

It may be noted that instant claims are not limited to SEQ ID NO: 3. Rather, claims are 
also directed to (a) any 163 consecutive nucleotides of instant SEQ ID NO: 3, or (b) 
nucleotides from positions 973 to 1 135 of instant SEQ ID NO: 3. Chang et al. SEQ ID NO: 
550 contains both (a) as well as (b) as discussed above. Furthermore, Chang et al. SEQ ID 
NO: 550 also encodes poly-(ADP-ribose)-glycohydrolase (ParG) protein. 

As discussed above, Panda et al. also teach a nucleotide sequence having 100% 
identity to instant SEQ ID NO: 3, and which encodes poly-(ADP-ribose)-glycohydrolase 
(ParG) protein which has 100% identity to instant SEQ ID NO: 1 . Panda et al. cite GenBank 
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Accession No. AF394690 (see page 61 , last line of right column), wherein the complete 
nucleotide sequence and its encoded poly-(ADP-ribose)-glycohydrolase (ParG) protein is 
taught. 

It is maintained that Panda et al. clearly establishes the function of ParG in a plant. As 
discussed above, Panda et al. clearly teach that Arabidopsis tej mutant having disrupted 
PARG gene function resulted in lengthened circadian period that was independent of the light 
quality and quantity. 

It is obvious that one of ordinary skill in the art would have inferred that tej mutant 
could grow under any light quality (same as light frequency) or quantity, thereby implying that 
tej mutant was capable of growing under high light stress. 

In response to applicant's argument that cited art does not teach each and every 
element of the claimed invention, it is important to note that the test for obviousness is not 
whether the features of a secondary reference may be bodily incorporated into the structure 
of the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed invention must be expressly suggested in 
any one or all of the references. Rather, the test is what the combined teachings of the 
references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Keller, 642 
F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1 981 ). In the instant case, one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have arrived at the claimed invention with a reasonable expectation of success by 
combing the prior art teachings of Chang et al., Wesley et al. and Panda et al. as discussed 
above. 

Applicant further argues that there is no reason to combine the teachings of Chang et 
al., Wesley et al. and Panda et al. Applicant argues that Chang et al. teach that the up- 
regulation or down-regulation of SEQ ID NO: 550 may help improve a plant's ability to survive 
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pathogenic infections, however, Chang et al. provide no indication that down-regulation of 
SEQ ID NO: 550 would result in increased tolerance to high light stress, and thus one of skill 
in the art would not have sought to combine Chang et al. with Wesley et al. and Panda et al. 
Applicant further argues that even if one of skill in the art had been motivated to consider 
Panda et al., the reference fails to provide any teaching that the down-regulation of ParG 
provides increase tolerance to high light stress or even increased resistance to pathogenic 
infections (response, page 11, lines 1-26). 

Applicant's arguments are carefully considered but are deemed to be unpersuasive. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining 
or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is 
some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves 
or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 
F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 
(Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, it would have been prima facie obvious, and within the scope 
of an ordinary skill in the art to modify Chang et al. sense, antisense or cosuppression 
constructs by designing ParG RNAi (double stranded inhibitory RNA) construct using any 
method of designing RNAi construct that were well known in the art, including the one taught 
by Wesley et al. to suppress the endogenous ParG gene expression with a reasonable 
expectation of success. One of ordinary skill in the art would also have been motivated to 
employ double stranded RNAi based method of gene silencing because Wesely et al. clearly 
teach that double-stranded inhibitory RNA is highly efficient (90% to 100% efficiency) method 
of silencing endogenous plant genes compared to sense, antisense or co-suppression based 
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methods. It is therefore, maintained that it would have been obvious and within the scope of 
an ordinary skill in the art to have been motivated in using a double strand RNAi based 
method of down-regulating the expression of an endogenous plant gene (e.g. ParG in the 
instant case) as an obvious design choice to arrive at the claimed invention with a reasonable 
expectation of success. 

Given that Panda et al. clearly teach that disrupting ParG gene expression in a plant 
resulted in the ability of the plant to grow independent of light quality and light intensity as 
discussed above, it would have been obvious and within the scope of an ordinary skill in the 
art to inhibit endogenous plant ParG gene expression by transforming a plant with an RNAi 
inhibitory construct as discussed above to produce transgenic plants that exhibited tolerance 
to high light intensity stress with a reasonable expectation of success. 

Applicant further argues that Panda et al. teach away from the claimed invention. 
Applicant alleges that page 57 of Panda et al. explains that poly (ADP-ribose) polymerase 
(PARP) is generally induced in response to cellular stress and PARP catalyzes the poly 
(ADP-ribosyl)ation of certain proteins, whereas PARG catalyzes the opposite reaction- 
removing the poly(ADP-ribose) polymers from these tagged proteins. In view of this, 
Applicant argues that one of skill in the art would not have expected that the down-regulation 
of ParG, a protein whose activity opposes the activity of PARP, would confer tolerance to 
high light stress in plants (response, paragraph bridging pages 11 and 12). 

Applicant's arguments are carefully considered but are deemed to be unpersuasive. 

Applicant's attention is drawn to Panda et al. at page 57 (sentence bridging left and 
right page), wherein the reference teach that plants disrupted in ParG function exhibited 
significant accumulation of poly(ADP-ribose) polymers (pADPr polymers). Applicant's 
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attention is also drawn to page 57 (2 nd paragraph of right column), wherein Panda et al. teach 
that pADPr polymer is produced in response to genotoxic stress (includes high light stress) 
and plays a critical role in modulating cellular responses to stress. 

Given that PARG degrades pADPr polymers produced by poly (ADP-ribose) 
polymerase (PARP) as asserted by Panda et al. (see page 55, lines 1-5 of 2 nd paragraph of 
right column), it would have been obvious and within the scope of an ordinary skill in the art 
to have disrupted or down-regulated the expression of endogenous ParG gene for the 
purpose of increasing tolerance to genotoxic stress (e.g. high light stress) by maintaining 
higher levels of pADPr polymers. In view of this, Applicant is not on point in arguing that one 
of skill in the art would not have expected that the down-regulation of ParG, a protein whose 
activity opposes the activity of PARP, would confer tolerance to high light stress in plants. 

It is therefore maintained that the claimed invention as a whole is prima facie obvious 
over the combined teachings of the prior art. 

Conclusions 

9. Claims 9, 11-16 remain, and newly added claims 22-24 are rejected. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy 
as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until 
after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory 



Application/Control Number: 10/552,552 
Art Unit: 1638 



Page 14 



period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 
37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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